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L Introduction

These comments on the Proposed Final Judgment! (“PFJ”) and the Competitive Impact
Statement® (“CIS™) in the Microsoft casc are submilted to provide the Department of Justice
(“DOJ”) and the Court with informaﬁon and analysis based on ncarly five years of research by
the authors on the legal, policy and eponomic implications of this landmark procecding. Based
on that research, it is our assessment :that (a) the PFI fails to address meaningfully the violations
of law found by this court and upheld by the U.S. Court of Appeals and its entry by the court
manifestly is not in the public interest; (b) the CIS fails to mect the standard of analysis
demanded by the law and occasioncds by the magnitude of the issucs involved; and (¢) the public
interest will best be served through imposition of a “hybrid” structural remedy or, if the court
chooses not to impose a structural remedy, a conduct remedy modeled after the proposals of the
remaining litigating states.

A. The Authors

Dr. Eisenach is President and Senior Fellow at The Progress & I'reedom Foundation, > a
non-profit research and educational %nstitution dedicated to analyzing the impact of the digital
revolution and 1ts imphcations for ;:;ublic policy, and an Adjunct Professor at George Mason
University Law School. As a professional economist, he has been actively engaged in the
analysis of competition and regulatoi'y policy issues for more than 20 years, and has served in
sentor positions at the Office of ‘Management and Budget and the U.S. Federal Trade

Commission and as a consultant to'the U.S. Sentencing Commission on criminal sentencing

' United States v. Microsoft Corp.. Stipulation and Revised Proposed Final Judgement (November 6, 2001)
{hereafter “PFJ™). :

* United States v. Microsoft Corp., Competitive Impact Statement (November 5, 2001) (hereafter “CIS™).

* These comments reflect the views of the: authors and do not represent the views of The Progress & Freedom
Foundation, its officers or board of directors.
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guidelines for corporations. He has also served on the facultics of Harvard University’s
Kennedy School of Government, the University of Virginia and Virginia Polytechnic [nstitute
and State Umiversity.

Dr. Lenard is Vice President ;md Senior Fellow at The Progress & Freedom Foundation
and a professional economist with 30 years of experience in academia, government, private
consulting and the non-profit sector. He has worked on a wide range of regulatory and antitrust
issues covering a broad span of industries, and has consulted on antitrust cascs for both private
firms and the Federal Trade Commission. In government, he has held senior cconomic positions
at the Council on Wage and Price Stability, the Office of Management and Budget and the
Federal Trade Commission. A principal focus of his research has been the benefits and costs of
regulatory interventions into the economy and the analytical underpinnings necded to make
informed decisions about govemmen:t interventions. Both Drs. Eisenach and Lenard have done
extensive work on the economics of high-tech markets in general, and the Micresoft case in
particular. They are co-authors of the annual Digital Economy Fact Book* co-editors of
Competition, Innovation and the Mic;rosofi Monaopoly: Antitrust in the Digital Marketplace and
authors of numerous other papers on {hese and related topics.’

B. Summary of Comments

The PFJ is intended to settle the government’s antitrust case against Microsoft and was
apreed to by the United States, 9 of the 18 states that were also party to suit, and by Microsoft.

The nine remaining states and the District of Columbia (the “Litigating States”) have not agreed

¥ See Jeffrey A. Fisenach, Thomas M. Lenard and Stephen McGonegal, The Digital Economy fuact Book 200!
(Washington: The Progress & Freedom Foundation, 2001).

® See leftrey A. Eiscnach and Thomas M. Lenard, eds., Competition, Innovation and the Microsoft Monopoly:
Antitrust in the Digital Marketplace, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1999; Thomas M. Lenard, Creating Competition
in the Market for Operating Systems. A Structural Remedy for Microsoft, (Washington: The Progress & Freedom
Foundation, 2000), http://www pff.org/remedies/htm; and Thomas M. Lenard, “Creating Competition in the Market
for Operating Systems: Altemative Structural Remedics in the Microsoft Case,” George Mason Law Review, Vol.,
9, Spring 2001, 803-841.

=~
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to the PFJ and are pursuing more stringent relicf through a remedy hearing at the District Court.®
The DOJ is required by the Antitrust Procedures and Penalty Act (*APPA™Y 10 prepare a CIS,
which is intended to analyze the competitive implications of the PFJ and any alternatives to it.
The PFJ does not serve the public interest and will not achieve the government’s
objective that 1t “halt continuance and prevent recurrence of the violations of the Sherman Act by
Microsoft that were upheld by the Court of Appcals and restore competitive conditions to the

** Indeed, much of the behavior found by the Court of Appeals to be anticompetitive

market.
would be permitted under the PFJ. Further, even if the PFJ did prectude such behavior it would
fail to restore competitive conditions because it {ails to affect the behavior of participants in the
marketplace.

The CIS does not satisfy the governinent’s obligation to provide the District Court with
an analytical basis for dctermining whether the PFJ is in the public interest. The APPA clcarly
requires, and good public policy demands, an “evaluation” of the proposed remedy and major
alternatives to it. The CIS does not present such an evaluation. It does not explain why the PFJ
will achieve the intended results, but merely asserts that it will do so. It also docs not explain
why the DOJ concluded that the PFJ will better serve the public interest than major alternatives,
but merely states that “[tlhe United States ultimatcly concluded that the requirements and
prohibitions set forth in the Proposed Final Judgment provided the most cffective and certain

relief in the most timely manner.™ The DOJ has produced no real analysis of the relative merits

of altemative forms of relief to guide the District Court in deciding whether to approve the PFI.

® United States v. Microsoft Corp., Plaintiff Litigating, States’ Remedial Proposals, (December 7, 2001) (hereafter
“LS Proposal™).

715 USCS 16 (b-h)

YCiSar2.

’ CIS at 63.

MTC-0030606 0006



01/28/02 MON 18:24 FAX 0000000000 doo7

Indecd, the CIS fails by a wide margin to meet the standards required of analyses of regulatory
proposals routinely promujgated by government agencies.

Accordingly, the District Court should not accept the PFJ, but should, instead, expand its
hearing on the Litigating States Proposal (“I.S Proposal*’) to include the full range of major
alternatives. This would permit the District Court to gather the information needed to make an
informed judgment concerning which of the remedy proposals will best serve the public interest.
The alternatives that should be considered include:

e The PFIL.

» The proposals of the Litigating States.

» Major structural remedies, including the vertical-divestiture remedy initially

adopted by the District Court and the “hybrid” remedy proposed by Dr.
Lenard and others.
Among these remedies, the “hybrid” structural approach would best serve the public interest and
maximize net economtc benefits to consumers.

In the sections that follow, we provide, first, 2 brief restatcment of the facts and legal
background in this case, including a brief discussion of what we believe to be the appropriate
standards by which remedial action should be judged. Next we discuss the shortcomings in the
PFJ and the CIS, explaining why the PFJ will not achieve the government’s objectives or serve
the public interest and demonstrating that the CIS falls far short of the analytical standard that
should be demanded by the court. Finally, we turn to an evaluation of the remedial alternatives
and explain why we believe that (a) a “hybrid” structural remedy would best serve consumers
and competition and (b) that if the court chooses not to impose a structural remedy, the LS

Proposal is superior to the PFJ.

MTC-0030606 0007
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11. Background: The Facts, the Law and the Remedy

The U.S. District Court'® found. and the U.S. Court of Appeals'' affirmed, a pattem of
Sherman Act violations by Microsoft that had the effect of foreclosing competition in the markct
for personal computer operating systems. The District Court ordered a structural remedy, which
was overturned by the Appecals Court, which remanded the remedy issue back to this court. The
Appeals Court did not prescribe or prohibit adoption of any particular remedtal actions by this
court.

A. The Ilcgal Conduct and Its Effects

The Appeals Court upanmimously affinned the core of the government’s case against
Microsoft, finding that the company had undertaken a broad artay of anticompetitive practices to
maintain its monopoly in personal computer operating systems, in violation of Section 2 of the
Sherman Act.'? Microsoft’s stratcgy was to use it$ monopoly power to prevent the cmergence of
any new technology that might compete with Windows. Microsoft’s anticompetitive activities
were particularly directed against two products—the Netscape browser and Sun’s Java
programming language—that could support operating-system-neutral computing and thereby
erode Microsoft’s market position. In sumnmary, the District Court found, and the Appeals Court

atfirmed, that:

¢ Microsoft has monopoly power in the market for Intel-compatible PC operating systems,
with a market share of greater than 95 percent. Microsoft’s market is protected hy a
substantial barrier to entry-~the “applications barrier to entry”—that discourages
software developers from writing applications for operating systems that do not already
have an established base of users.

" United States v. Microsaft Corp., 84 F. Supp. 2d 9 (D.C.Cire 1999) (“Findings of Fact™Y;United States v.
Microsoft Corp., 87 F. Supp. 2d 30 (D.C. Circ. 2000) (*Conclusions of Law™).
" United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F 3d, at 6 (D.C. Cire. 2001).

wn
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o Microsoft effectively excluded rival browsers from the two most efficient mcans of
distribution——pre-installation by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) and
distribution by Intemet Access Providers (IAPs).

e Microsoft imposed restrictions on its Windows licenses that effectivcly prevented OEMs
from pre-installing any browser other than Internet Explorer (TE).

« Microsoft’s technological binding of IE to Windows deterred OEMs from pre-installing
rival browsers and consumers from using them.

e Microsoft’s contracts with TAPs--for example, agreeing to give AOL preferential
placement on the Windows desktop in exchange for AOL’s agreernent not to distribute
any non-Microsoft browser to more than 15 percent of its subscribers and to do so only at
the customer’s explicit request~—blocked the distribution of a rival browser.

e Microsoft’s deals with Independent Softwarc Vendors (ISVs)—for example, giving
preferential support to 1SVs that used IE as the default browser in software they
develop—and  Apple—prohibiting Apple from pre-installing any non-Microsoft
browser—werc similarly exclusionary.

e Microsoft’s agreements with ISVs that made receipt of Windows technical information
conditional on the ISVs' agreement to use Microsoft™s version of the Java Virtual
Machine (JVM) exclusively were anticompetitive.  Microsofl also deceived Java
developers into believing that its tools were not Windows-specilic and were consistent
with Sun’s objective of developing cross-platform applications.

= Microsoft’s pressuring of Intel to stop supporting cross-platform Java—by threatening to
support an Intel competitor’s development cfforts—was exclusionary.

Microsoft was clearly successful in its efforts to eliminate threats to its desktop
monopoly. Through its anticompetitive activities, Microsoft achicved dominance in the browscr
market and forestalled the development of such cross-platform technologies as the Netscape
browser and Java that could have croded the applications barrier to entry. The promise of
operating-system-neutral computing was that it would inject competition into the market for
operating systems, which would foster imovation throughout the industry. By preventing the

development of competition, Microsoft’s illegal conduct thwarted nnovation and harmed

consumers.

MTC-0030606_0009
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B. Appropriate Criteria for a R¢gmedial Action
The Supreme Court has stated thatfhe purpose of remedial action in an antitrust case 18 to
“terminate the illegal monopoly, deny lofthe defendant the fruits of its statutory violation and

) . o) . e w13 .
ensure that there remain no practices lxkékly to result in mouopolization. In other words, a

remedy must be effective in the present ( erminating the monopoly), the past (expropriating ill-

i

gotten gaing), and the fulure (preventing sjmilar conduct going forward).

As professional economists, we spggest it is especially important to look to the future,
where economic actors will make decisiofs based on the incentives inherent in whatever remedy

the court imposes. The remedy should ript only address the illegal practices Microsoft already

)

has employed to maintain its operating s tem monopoly, it should also—as the Supreme Court

has said-—address practices that Microfjpft might employ in the future to crect barriers to

operating systcm competition or to us¢ anlicompetitive practices to leverage its monopoly

beyond the desktop into new phases of domputing. In a business that moves as rapidly as the

software marketplace (and other informatjon technology and comymunications markets Microsoft

is now entcring or is likely to enter soop}fit is particularly important that the remedy be forward

looking.

The DOJ claims that the PFJ ﬂpets thesc standards, and “will eliminate Microsoft’s

illegal practices, prevent recurrence of thg same or similar practices, and restore the competitive

»ni4

threat that middleware products posed% prior to Microsoft’s unlawful undertakings. For

reasons discussed at length below, we fisagree. Here, we address two issues relating to the

standard by which any remedy should be}hudged.

‘j 253 T 3d at 99-100, quoting (United States v. Uhited Shoe Mach. Corp), 391 U.S. 244, 250 (1968).
IS at 3. :

<.

;
)
I
i
i 7
f
;
i
i
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First, it is notcworthy that the DOj‘ does not claim the PFJ achieves the goal of denying
Microsoft the fruits of its violations, and clearly it will not. Such restitution is important not only
to “make whole” the victims of Microso(}’s illegal activity (e.g., the United Statcs), but also to
establish appropriate incentives on a goin% forward basis. In gencral, allowing violators to retain
the fruits of their legal conduct deprivey the antitrust laws of much of their force, because it
sends a signal (o violators that the returts to their behavior are positive—even when they arc
caught. With $42 billion in the bank, oxie wonders how Microsoft’s senior management could
read the proposed PFJ any other way.

Second, and relatedly, DOJ’s stated goal of restoning “the competitive threat that

middiewarc products posed prior to Mictosoft’s unlawful undertakings” is not the appropriate

objective, and certainly is not equivalent{to the Supreme Court’s standard of “terminat[ing] the
illegal monopoly.” The competitive threat poscd by the Netscape browser and Java was
quantitatively relatively small at the time that Microsoft’s itlegal campaign against them was
undertaken. But it was clear, certainly to Microsoft, that their competitive potential in the
dynamic software marketplace was very sigmficant. Iad Microsoft not engaged in illegal
activities, the competitive significance of these products would be much greater today than it was
at the time.

There is a useful analogy here to{simple commercial damage cases. If, for example, an
individual or a company incurs monemfy damages [rom actions in the past, compensation is
generally based on the present value of those damages. typically calculated by bringing the
damage amount forward (from the time ¢f the damage to the present) at a normal rate of return.
That would be the only way for the damaged party to be made whole. Similarly, society has

been damaged by Microsoft’s actions. Fpr society lo be made whole, competition should, to the

MTC-0030606 0011
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extent possible, be restored to what it would be today in the absence of Microsoft’s illegal

conduct.” Equally important on a goinlg forward basis, however. Microsoft should not be

permitted to earn continuing returns based

upon its illegally enhanced monopoly position. To do

so would be to allow the company not only to retain the fruits of its illegal conduct in the past but

10 continue harvesting those fruits indefinitely.

L.

The CIS and the PF.J: Flawed Analysis of a Flawed Remedy

DOJ and Microsoft prefer a PFJ which contains a number of restrictions on Microsoft’s

conduct on a going forward basis. The questions before the court arc whether entry of the PFJ is

consistent with the purpose and intent o (
APPA, it is consistent with the public intg
issue, the APPA requires the DOJ to
proceeding contains virtually no analysis:
nothing more than a set of unsupports
deference by the court.

In this section, we briefly describe
the CIS fails to meet a reasonable stand
examples of shorlcomings in the PFJ w
mor¢ complete analysis in the CIS.

A. Major Provisions of the PFJ|

As described in the CIS, the pr(:

summary, they ave:

" To truly be made whole, socicty would in ad
abscnce of competition ia the intervening years, o
" CIS a1 3-4.

the Sherman Act and, in addition, whether, under the
rest. To facilitate the court’s deliberations on the latter
ibmit a CIS.'0 Howcver, the CIS submitted in this

of either the PFJ or alternative remedies. Tt represents

d agsertions, and accordingly should be given little
the main provisions of the PFJ. Next, we explain why

ard of substantive analysis. Third, we provide some

hich would have been obvious had DOJ performed a

posed PIJ contains seven major provisions. In brief

dition -need to be compensated for the benefits it lost due to the
hich is probably not possible.

MTC-0030606 0012
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e OEMSs would have the frecdom (o support and distributc non-Microsoft middleware
products or operating systems with‘fut fear of retaliation by Microsott.

e To help ensure against retaliatiop, Microsoft would be required to provide uniform
licensing terms to the 20 largest computer manufacturers.

o Computer manufacturers would have the freedom to feature and promote non-Microsoft
middleware and customize their jcomputers to use non-Microsoft middleware as the

default.

» Microsoft would be required to disclose the interfaces and technical information that its
own middleware uses, so that ISV4 can develop competitive middleware products.

s Microsoft would be required to disclose communications protocols necessary for server
and Windows desktop operating system software to interoperate with cach other.

s Microsoft would be prohibited flom retaliating against ISVs or IHVs that develop or
distribute software that compelgs with Microsoft middleware or operating system

so[tware.

» Microsoft would be prohibited from entering into exclusive contracts concerning its
middleware or operating system products.

The CIS claims that these prox}isions, and the supporting provisions pertaining to
enforcement, “will eliminate Microsoft's illegal practices, prevent recurrence of the same or
similar practices, and restore the compgtitive threat that middleware products posed prior to
Microsoft’s unlawful undertakings.” But the CIS presents virtually no avalysis to support this
claim. |

B. The Competitive Impact Statement

The CIS does not meet the stanflards established by the APPA and does not provide
sufficient analysis [or this court to make %m informed decision on whether the PFJ is in the public
intcrest.

Section 16(b)(3) of the APPA tequires that the CIS include “an explanation of the

proposal . . . and the anticipated effects on -competition of such relief” (Emphasis added.)

10
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Section 16(b)(6) further requires “a description and evaluation of alternatives to such proposal
actually considered by the United States.” (Erﬁphasis added). Under Scction 16(e), the District
Court is required to determine that the consent judgment is 1n the public interest and in making
that determination “may consider...anticipated effects of alternative remedies....” Taken
together, these provisions make clear that the CIS was intended by Congress to serve as a guide
1o the court in evaluating the proposcd relief relative to other alternatives which might better
serve the public interest, not simply as a pro forma set of claims and assertions. Yct the CIS in
this case fails even to fully “explain,” and certainly cannot be said to “cvaluate,” either the likely
effects of cither the PFJ or the availablc alternatives.  Such an analysis would scem especially
important in a fully-litigated Tunney Act case such as this one, where a prior finding of lability
suggests a lower degree of deference to the PFI thun would otherwise be appropniate, and thus a
higher burden on the court to evaluate alternatives.

How should the court evaluate the adequacy of the CIS? Three sets of criteria present
themselves. First, does the CIS satisfy the plain language of the statute? Second, how does it
compare with previous CIS’s in similarly significant cases? Third, how does it compare with the
standards of analysis that are required to be performed in similar situations, such as agency
rulemakings? This CIS fails all three standards.

First, does the CIS satisfy the plain language of the statute? It depends on how the words
“explain,” and “evaluate” are defined. To defend successfully the plain-language adequacy of

the CIS, the DOJ would have to adopt a very narrow interpretation of both words.

11
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Granted, the CIS devotes 43 pages'’ to reciting and, DOJ presumably would argue,
“explaining” the provisions of the PFI.  What the CIS does not do at any point, however, is
explain “the anticipated effects [of the PFJ] on competition.”

The semantic sleight of hand upon which DOJ relies to avoid this obligation is found on
page 24 of the CIS. There, DOJ reminds us that “Restoring competition is the ‘key to the whole
question of an antitrust remedy,” du Pont, 366 1).S. at 326.” Then it continues with a clever
subterfuge: “Competition was injured in this casc principally because Microsoft’s illegal
conduct maintained the applications barrier to entry.... Thus, the key to the proper remedy in this
casc is to end Microsoft's restrictions on potentially threatening middleware. . . .»'® (Emphasis
added.)

There, in the word “thus,” lics the sum and the entirety of the CIS’s explanation of the
connection between the PFJ and its anticipated effects on competition. For as explained in more
detail below, it is hardly obvious, indeed, it is highly unlikely, that simply ending Microsoft’s
illegal restrictions on middleware would have any significant effect on competition on a going
forward basis. Even in these semantically troubled times, we submit, the word “thus” cannot be
taken as the “explanation™ the law requires.

But the CIS's discussion of the PI] must be counted an analytical masterpiece when
compared with its treatment of alternative remedies. Tn contrast to the lepgthy, if failed,
treatment accorded the PFJ, the CIS attempts its “evaluation of altemmatives” in three pages. Not
surprisingly, given its brevity, the analysis is limited in how much light it can shed on the DOJ's
decisiommaking process or the relative metits of the alternatives before the court. With respect to

structural remedies, for example, the evaluation consists of 49 words: “After remand to the

I8, 17-60.
' C1S at 24,

12
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District Court, the United States informed the court and Microsoft that it had decided, in light of
the Court of Appeals opinion and the need to obtain prompt, certain and effective relief, that it
would not further scek a breakup of Microsoft into two businesses.”™”  Receiving even less
attention are six other remedy alternatives, which are summarily dismissed in a single paragraph,
and an unknown number of “others received or conceived” which, in apparent direct violation of
the APPA, are not even described.?’ There simply is no semantic standard by which this
treatment of the alternative remedies can possibly be considered “an cvaluation.”

In summary, the CIS submitted by the DOJ in this case fails the first test the court should
apply: [t does not fulfill the plain language requircments of either Section 16(b)(3) or Scction
16(b)(6) of the APPA.

Any effort the DOJ may make to defend the CIS would be on firmer ground if it could
argue i1 18 simply following past practice. Whilc we believe, as suggested above, that the CIS in
this case should be held to a higher standard than n cases where the issues have not been fully
litigated and a finding of liability has not been cntered, at least the DOJ could claim it was
adhering to precedent. Even by the standards of past cases, however, this CIS falls far short,

Of course, Tunney Act cases vary in significance and complexity. The best standard for
comparison for this case would appear to be the CIS filed in the AT&T case in 1982.%' In that
casc as in this onc, DOJ was tasked with explaining and evaluating a Proposed Final Judgment
aimed at resolving a continuing series of complex antitrust actions affecting onc of the most

mmportant sectors, and companies, in the U.S. economy.

" CISat61.

IS at 63,

*' United States v. Western Electric Company, Inc. and American Telephone & Telegraph Company, Competitive
Impact Statement (February 17, 1982), 47 FR 7170-01, (Hercafter 4T& T CIS). Of course, unlike this case, the PEJ
in the AT&T case was entered prior to any finding of liabifity.

13
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The AT&T CIS differs markedly from the CIS in this proceeding both in its explanation
of the competitive effects and in its evaluation of alternative remedies. Section 11 of the AT&T
CIS? presents a comprehensive explanation of the proposed remedy and its anticipated effects
on competition. Indeed, in stark contrast to the CIS in this case, the AT&T CIS contains, in
Scction IILE, an extensive discussion specifically detailing “The Competitive Impact of the
Proposed Modification.” The section is a lengthy one, explaining in detail how each provision of
the proposed remedy 1s expected to affect competition on a going forward basis, beginning as
follows:

Put in simplest terms, the functional divestiture contemplated by the proposed
modification will remove from AT&T the power to employ local exchange
scrvices in ways that impede competition in interdependent markets, and will
remove from the Bell Operating Companies (“BOCs™), which will retain such
power, any incentive to exercise it. The Uniled States believes, therefore, that the
modification’s divestiture requirement, and its complementary injunctive
provisions, will substantially accelerate the development of competitive markets
for  interexchange  services,  customer — premises  equipment,  and
relecommunications equipment generally.”

The ensuing pages present a careful analysis of why the government belicves this to be
the case and what the precise impacts on competition are likely to be. The proposed remedy
will “accclerate the emergence of competition in interexchange services,””' “prevent the
reemcrgence of the . . . incentive and ability to leverage regulated monopoly power into the

325

customer premises equipment market,”” make AT&T “subject to competition in all of its

326

services, “remove the source of AT&T’s monopoly power and its ability to leverage

. 22 [ H M . :
monopoly power into related markets,””’ and “prevent the creation anew of incentives and

2 AT&TCIS al 7173-7180.
D AT&TCIS at 7178,
M ATETCIS at 7178.
BATLTCIS at 7179,
L ATETCIS at 7179.
TATET CIS at 7179.

14
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abilities in the BOCs to use their monopoly power to undercut rivals in competitive markets.”?

“There is every reason to believe that, divested of the BOCs, AT&T will be a procompetitive
forcc in the markets that it enters. As a result of the modification, 1t is likely that AT&T will
expand not only its product lines, but also the areas in which it sclls telecommunications
equipment.™®

The authors have scarched in vain, as will the court, for any similar explanation in the
Microsoft CIS. As a procedural matter, the absence of such explanations flies in the face of the
APPA. As a substantive one, it strongly suggests such statements are lacking for the simple
reason that they are not justified by the remedy Microsoft and the DOJ arc asking the court to
adopt.

The AT&T CIS also differs from the onc in this case in its treaiment of alternative
remedies.® The AT&T CIS appears to mect the requirements of the APPA by describing in
some detail the altemative remedies considered and evaluating their likely impacts on
compelition relative 1o those expected from the one proposed. “The United States believes,” it
concludes, “that the [main altcrnative] did not approach even remotely the effectiveness of the
proposed modification in achieving conditions that would assure [ull competition in the
telecommunications industry.™' Again, such evaluative language is simply absent [rom the CIS
in this case. And again, one cannot help but conclude that, had today’s DOJ conducted the same
careful analysis as that conducted 20 ycars ago, it might well have reached different conclusions

n the current case.

RATETCIS at 7179.
®AT& T CIS at 1179,
N AT&TCIS at 7181,
N ATLTCIS at 7181,
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In summary, then, the CIS not only fails the satisfy the plain language of the APPA, but
also fails to meet the standard established by DOJ for a CIS in the most directly analogous case.

The third criteria by which the court should ¢valuate the sufficiency of the CIS is whether
it meets the standards of analysis that are required to be performed in similar situations, the most
obvious of which is agency rulcmakings.

For at least the last 20 years, agencies have been required to undertake a detailed
regulatory impact analysis when they propose major regulatory actions. Under E.O. 12291 (in
effect during the Reagan and Bush Administrations), and E.O. 12866 (issued by President
Clinton and still in cffect), government agencies have been expected to prepare a detailed
analysis of the ¢xpected benefits and costs of major regulatory proposals and altematives to
them™ While the PFJ is technically not a regulation that would fall under E.O. 12866, the
magnitude ol its impact far exceeds the $100 million threshold that defines a “major rule” and
thus triggers the requirement for a detailed analysis.

The analysis of regulatory interventions in the economy, which is what the PFJ in this
casc is, is not a black art. Increasingly, and on the basis of more than two decadcs of performing
such analyses of all major rules, regulatory analysis has become a scientific process comprised of
distinct steps and containing specific elements. E.O. 12866, for example, lays out specific
criteria such analyses should meet, including: “(i) An assessment, including the underlying
analysis, of benefits anticipated from the regulatory action (such as, but not limited to, the
promotion of the efficient functioning of the cconomy and private markets . . . ) together with, to
the extent feasible, a quantification of those benefits; (ii) An assessment, including the
underlying analysis, of costs anticipated from the regulatory action . . . together with, to the

extent fcasible, a quantification of those costs; and (iii) An assessment, including the underlying

** See .0, 12291 (February 17, 1981) and E.Q. 12866 (September 30, 1993).
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analysis, of the costs and benefits of potentiaﬂy cffective and reasonably feasible alternatives to
the planned regulation. . . .”

The specific analytical techniques to be used in such evaluations are further described in
guidance from the Office of Management and Budget issued January 11, 1996,% and reiterated
most recently by OMB on June 19, 2001.** These guidelines require agencies, before issuing
any major regulation, to take into account such issues as whether more “performance oriented”
approaches are possible, the impact of alterpative levels of stringency and effective dates, and
alternative methods of ensuring compliance; and to perform evaluations that take into account

L2 Y

“discounting,” “nisk and uncertainty,” and “hon—monctizcd benefits and costs.” Each analysis,
the guidance demands, must “provide infoﬁnation allowing decisionmakers to determine that:
There 1s adequate information indicating theg need for and consequences of the proposed action;
The potential benefits to society justify the potential costs . . . ; The proposed action will
maximize the net benefits 1o socicty . . . ; [and] . . . . Agency decisions are bascd on the best
reasonably available scientific, techuical, ccc;nomic, and other information.”

The requirements of the APPA with respect to Competitive Impact Statements are, of
course, far less specific than those listed abd&e. But the purpose of the APPA in requiring a CIS
is presumably similar 1o the purposc of regulatory analyses: To allow decisionmakers, in this
case the court, to understand the ramiﬁcutioﬁs of their actions relative to alternative choices. By
the standards of modern policy analysis, DdJ’s CIS fails to perform this function at the level the

court should expect, especially in a case of this magnitude.

» Office of Management and Budget, Economic Analysis of Federal Regulations Under Executive Order 12866
{(January 11, 1996)(available at www. whitehouse.gov/omb/inforeg/riaguide himl).
¥ Office of Management and Budget, Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies:

Improving Regulatory Impact Analyses (June 19, 200 ()(available at www whitehouse.gov.omb/memoranda/m01-
23 html)

MTC-0030606 0020



.01/28/02 MON 18:30 FAX 0000000000 &
021

To repeat what we asscrted at the outset of this section, the court might evaluate the CIS
in this case by three standards: First, does the CIS satisfy the plain language of the statute?
Second, how does it compare with previous CIS’s in sirnilarly significant cascs? Third, how
does it compare with the standards of analysis that are required to be performed in similar
situations, such as agency rulemakings? This CIS fails all three standards.

C. The PFJ Will Not Have Its Claimed Effect, Nor Any Pro-Compctitive Effect

In fact, a close reading of the language of the PFJ indicates that it will not do what the
DOJ claims. Moreover, even if DOJ's claims ate taken at face value, the PFJ will not have 1ts
intended cffect because of the realities of the marketplace. Indeed, this is the only conclusion
that can be reached based upon a real analysis of the “compctitive impact” of the PFJ, which is to
say an analysis of how, if at all, the provisions of the PFJ will change the behavior of participants
in the marketplace.

Other commentators will undoubtedly thoraughly catalogue the loopholes in the PFJ, of
which there are many, and il is not our intention to do so here. [t is, however, illustrative of the
defects of the PFJ to analyze it through the lens of the Netscape browser experience, since so
much of Microsoft’s liability concems its actions toward the Netscape browser, Accordingly,
much of the PFI is directed at precluding the type of anticompetitive acts that Microsoft
undertook against Netscape (even though the browser war is over and the industry has now
moved on 10 a different stage). But, the PFJ does not even succeed in this minimal goal—of
creating the conditions under which the Netscape browser could have competed without being
subject to Microsoft’s exclusionary praclices. Indeed, the PFJ specifically permits many of the

cxclusionary practices in which Microsoft engaged:

18
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e Section IMI.A of the PFJ is supposcd to protect OEMs from retaliation by Microsoft if
they distribute non-Microsoft prodUcts. However, the language of Section IT11.A prohibits
Microsoft from retaliating against an OEM for “developing, distributing, promoting,

using, selling, or licensing any sofiware that competes with Microsoft Platform Software

or any product or service that distributes or promotes any Non-Microsoft Middleware.”
{Emphasis added). (Microsoft Platform Software is defined as including (i) 2 Windows
Operating System Product and/ér (i1) a Microsoft Middleware Product.) While the
Netscape browscr was a potentialé competitor for the Microsoft operating system, it ncver
became an actual competitor. Morcbver, at the time Netscape introduced its browser,
Microsoft did not have a compar;ab]é Middleware Product. Thus, the language of TILA
would have permitted Microsoft to retaliatc against OEMs for distributing the Netscape
browser at the time jt was introduced.

» Similarly, Section JILF.1 prohibits Microsoft from retaliating against any ISV or IHV for
“developing, using, distributing, promoting or supporting any software that compctes
with Microsoft Platform Software o any software that runs on any sofiwarc that
competes with Microsoft Platform Softwarc....” (Emphasis added). The prohibitions in
Section 1IL.F.2 on Microsoft’s rclations with 1SVs are also trniggered by software that
“competes with Microsoft Platform Software™, which the Netscape browser did not
nitially do. |

e Scction IILG.2 is intended to prevent similar exclusionary behavior with respect to IAPs
and 1CPs, by prohibiting Microsoft from cntering into any agrecment with “any IAP or

ICP that grants placement on the desktop or elsewhere ... on the condition that the IAP or

ICP refrain from distributing, ‘promoting or using any software that competes with
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Microsoft Middleware.” (Emphasis added). Again, Netscape’s browser was a new
product that did not compete with any Microsoft product at the time it was introduced.
e Section IT1.C is intended to prevent restrictive agreements with OEMSs by, for example,

preventing Microsoft from restricting the ability of its OEM licensees from “[1Jaunching

automatically ...any Non-Microsoft Middlewarc if a Microsoft Middlewarc Product that

provides similar functionality would otherwisc be launched....” (See Section T1.C.3,

cmpbasis added). Under this lamguagc, Microsoft can preclude its OEM licensees from
permitting the automatic launch of a new product if Microsoft does not have a similar
product or if the Microsoft product does not have “similar functionality” (cbviously, a
ferm open to interpretation). Again, when the Netscape browser was launched, Microsoft
did not have a similar product.

e Section [II.D is intended to preclude Microsoft from excluding rival products by denying
them the technical information they need to interopcrate with the Windows operating
systems. [t requires Microsoft to; “disclosc to 1SVs, [HVs, 1APs, ICPs, and OEMs, for the
sole purpose ol interoperating with a Windows Operating System Product ... the APIs

and related Documentation that arc used by Microsoft Middleware to interoperate with a

Windows Operating System Product.” (Esvphasis added). If, however, Microsoft does
not produce an analogous product. it might not use the APIs needed for a new
application, such as the Netscape browser, to get started.

e Section 11 H contains a variety of provisions designed to enable choice of Non-Microsoft
Middleware Products on the part of users and OEMs. The PFI explicitly states, however,
that “Microsoft’s obligations under this Section [IT.H as to any new Windows Operating

System Product shall be determined based on the Microsoft Middleware Products which
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exist seven months prior to the last beta test version (i.e., the one immediately preceding

the first releasc candidate) of that Windows Operating System Product.” At the time the

Netscape browser was introduced, there was no comparablc Microsoft Middleware

Product.

¢ Finally, Non-Microsoft Middleware Products arc defined to include products “of which at
least one million copies were distributed in the United States within the previous year.”

(Section VIN). Thus, regardless of any of the other provisions, the PFJ permits

exclusionary behavior against new products that arc trying to get established.

In sum, under the provisions of the PFJ Microsoft would have been permitted to engage
in anticompetitive practices against the Netscape browser because the browser did not compete
against the Windows operating system and because Microsoft did not at the outset have a
comparable product. Moreover, at lcast in the early stages, the Netscape browser would not have
been covered because a million copies had not been distributed in a single year. The DOJ
obviously feels that the fabled entrepreneurs of Silicon Valley, working in their garages, are not
worthy of protection against Microsoft under the PFJ. It is especially ironic that Microsoft,
which has dedicated so much rhetoric to persuading the courts and the public that its monopoly
could be overturned at any moment by the proverbial entrepteneur working out of her garage,
should seck to preserve the right to squash precisely such competitive threats.

More broadly, the requirement that Microsoft have a comparable product in order to
trigger some of the PFYs provisions creates perverse incentives. It may discourage Microsoft
from mntroducing its own product, because to do so triggers provisions restricting its ability to
exclude a potential competitor. The result could be that consumers would be deprived entirely of

a useful middieware product that might potentially compete with the Windows operating system,
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because Microsolt is ablc to engage in exclusionary practices against another firm and does not
find it in its interest to introduce its own product.

But the PFJ is flawed at an even decper level: Evenaf it did what DOJ and Microsott say
it would, its effect on firms that operate ir_i Microsoft’s markets and its ability to restore
competition in those markets would be minimz_il at most. Most of the PFJ is intended to prevent
Microsoft from retaliating against OLMs, ISVa IAPs and others that distribute, develop or
otherwise support sottware that competes witiz Microsott middleware. Under the terms of the
PRI, however, these entitics would have little incentive 1o promote competitive middleware.

This is principally because, despite the Appeals Court ruling that Microsoft’s integration
of the browser and the operating system was anticompetitive, the PFJ would allow Microsoft to
continue to bundle its middleware (and other) products with its opcrating system. Indeed,
Microsoft’s new XP sofiware incorporates ncw {unctionality into the Windows operating system
as never before. It includes, among other things, the TE browser, Microsoft’s instant messaging
and email software, Windows Media Piayer-;:and the Microsoft Passport digital authentication
software. All of these functions are bundled tégcthcr and the combined package is sold at a fixed
price.

Thus, OEMs have virtually no incentive to customize their offerings with non-Microsoft
software. To do so involves an additional cost for the non-Microsoft sofiware when compariable
functionality is provided by Microsoft at no zn{lditic»nal cost. An OEM that did this would have to
pass these added costs on to its customefs and would likely lose sales to other OEMs.
Obviously, 1f OEMs don’t have the incentiveiﬁto install non-Microsoft software, ISVs won’t have

the incentive to develop it and IAPs won’t have the incentive to distribute it.

4

MTC-0030606_ 0025



01/28/02 MON 18:32 FAX 0000000000 @o2s

As a result, the PFJ will not have any séigniﬁcant pro-competitive impact in the markets
for either middleware or PC operating systemé. Nor, for the same reasons, 1 it likely to have
any significant pro-competitive impact on newly emerging markets, such as voice-over-1P instant
messaging, gamc boxes, e-commerce tcc}{nologics (c.g., “Passport”) or digital rights
management technologics. Indecd, the inability to make any plausible claims for such pro-
competitive effects is the most 1ikcly‘explanatijon for the fact that, in contrast to the AT&7 CIS,

the CIS in this case doesn’t make any.

1V. The Remedy Alternatives

There are two general classes of ‘remc:éiies that can be employed to remedy Microsoft’s
antitrust violations—conduct remedies and -" structural remedies. Conduct remedies leave
Microsoft infact and attempt to coﬁstrain itsj anticompetitive behavior by imposing a set of
behavioral requircments—cssentially, a regula:tory regime tatlor-made for one firm. Microsoft’s
structure—and, importantly, its incentives—':remain larpely the same™ The challenge is to
develop rules that effectively deter anticoméetiti'vc behavior, given that such behavior might
continue to be in Microsoft’s interest. The P-.:»-FJ, which relies on conduct remedies, will not be
effcctive in determnng anticompetitiv¢ bch‘aviofz on the part of Microsoft.

Structural relief takes a different approach. Structural relicf, as the name implies,
involves restructuring the firm so as: to c’hang‘;a its incentives and ability to act anticompetitively.
As DOIJ explained cloquently in the AT&T Clb if a restructuring is suceessful in achieving those

poals, behavioral restrictions are largely unnecessary. ‘The Appeals Court noted that structural

** Microsoft’s incentives would be modified to the extént it faces legal penalties, but those penaitics would have 10
be very large to have a significant ¢ffect on Microsofl™s incentives.

03
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rclief is a common form of relicf in antitrust cases and is “the most important of antitrust
remedies.”®

In this section, we describe the alternative structural remedies available to the court.
Then we offer an evaluation of the proposals offered by the remaining litigating states.

A. Alternative Structural Remedies

At the government’s urging, the District Court initially adopted a structural remedy,
supplemented by interim conduct relicf.”’ 'i"he Appeals Court vacated the District Court’s
remedy, partly because it modified the Distriqi Court’s liability (inding and partly because the
District Court had failed to hold an evidentiary hearing.®® ‘The Appeals Court did not, however,
rule out a structural solution to this case. The Court directed that “the District Court also should
consider whether plaintiffs have established a sufficient causa) connection between Microsoft’s
anticompetitive conduct and its dominant position in the OS market.™® It continued, “[i]f the
court on remand 1s unconvinced of the cavsal connection between Microsoft's exclusionary
conduct and the company’s position in the OS market, it may well conclude that divestiture is
not an appropriate remedy.”™® This is an issué-vthat should be explored in an evidentiary hearing,
While it is difficult to predict exactly how the industry would have developed in the absence of
Microsoft’s anticompetitive behavior, it is lii(cly that an alternative to Microsoft’s operating-
system platform would have emerged and it is a virtual certainty that Microsoft’s position would
be far less dominant than it is today. Clearly, Microsoft thought that was a distinet possibility.

The causation between Microsoft’s anticompetitive practices and its operating system

monopoly runs both ways. Without its monopoly, Microsoft would have been unable to cngage

*253 F 3d at 103, quoting United States v. E.I c/uloni de Nemours & Co., 366 U.S.316, 331 (1961),
Y United States v. Microsoft Corp., 97 § Supp—Zd (DC Circ. 2000) “Final Judgemenl”.

*253 F3d at 6.
253 F3d ar 105.
©253 F 3d at 105-6..
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in the exclusionary practices documented by the District Court and affirmed by the Appeals
Court. Moreover, because of the wide array of business practices at issue and the complexity of
the industry, it is very difficult to fashion a conduct relief regime that will be effective if
Microsoft retains its dominant market position. This is why the Department of Justice (initially)
and others (including ourselves) favor a structural solution. Two different forms of structural
solution have been proposed, which we review in tum.

The DOIJ initially proposed, and the District Court initially ordcred, a vertical divestiture,
which would divide Microsoft along product Ljnes, into an operating systems company and an
applications company.*’ The DOJ argucd that ﬁh-is-remedy would create two powerful companies
that would have the incentive to compete with éach other, diminishing the market power of both.
According to Timothy Bresnahan, Chief Fconomist at the Antitrust Division at the time,
“divestiture of the company into an applications and an opecrating system company rcstores
competitive conditions very like those destroyed by the anticompetitive acts.  Absent the
anticompetitive acts, Microsoft would have lost the browser war, and other firms would have
commercialized useful technologies now con‘lft)lled by Microsoft. Divided technical leadership,
which could be accomplished by baving an ildepcndent browser company in the late 1990s or an
applications company now, lowers barriers to‘ entry and competition in many markets. It was
exactly this route to an increase in competition-that Microsoft avoided by its anticompetitive
acts. Second, ending Microsoft’s unique ;posiiion in the industry offers innovative new
technologics the choice of two mass-market distribution partners, eithcr Appsco [the applications
company | or OSCo [the operating system coxﬁpany]. The divestiture will do much to reduce the
motive to violate and also to reduce the cffectiveness ol future anticompetitive acts. ]t restores

conditions for competitive innovation at a moment in tcchnology history [i.e., when the Internet

' Final Judgement at 2.
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is starting to be commercialized] when having a single firm set the direction of innovation in PC
and end-user orienited internet markets is most unwise.”

Similarly, the Department of Justice, in initially proposing this remcdy, argued that
separating the operating system from the applications company would “reduce the entry barmriers
that Microsoft’s illegal conduct erected and make it Jess likely that Microsoft [would] have the
incentive or ability to increase them in the future”™ An independent applications company
would have every incentive to support competitors to Windows rather than make decisions based
on the level of threal those competitors pose to Microsolt.* A separate applications company
would have appropriate incentives to port its products (o competing operating systems, such as
Linux, thereby lowering the applications barner to entry that potential competitors face.
Currently, Microsoft has an incentive to strategically withhold apphcations from actual or
potential competitors, even if providing thera would otherwise be economically justified. In
addition, the applications company would have the incentive to make its tools available to
Independent Software Vendors (ISVs) that cooperate with compcting operating system
providers.

Separate operating system and applications companies would make it possible for
middleware technologies in the applications company to be competitive with Windows. When
applications arc written to middieware technologics, like the Netscape browser, which operate
between the applications software and the operating system, they become operating system-

neutral,” reducing the applications barrier to entry and facilitating competition with Windows.

“ Timonthy F. Bresnahan, “The Right Remedy,” at 1, (available at www.stanford.cdu/~tbres/microsolUThe Right
Remedy.pdf).

* plantiffs’ Memorandom in support of Proposed Final Judgement at 30-43, Microsnft (No. 98-1232), available at
http://www.usdoj.gov/atr/cases/f4600/4640.htm,

“ United States v. Microsoft Corp., 147 F 3d 935 (D.C.Circ. 1998) Romer Declaration # 4, (hereafter Romer).

** Romer at 13,
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There are scveral desktop applications, including' Microsoft Office, that expose APIs and could
become important middlcware technologies.

Of course, a vertical divesture now would have a somewhat different effect than when it
was first adopted by the District Court, because Microsoft has bundled many more applications
into its new XP operating system. If the District Court again dccided to adopt this remedy, it
would also have to decide whether to require Microsoft to remove some applications
functionality from its XP operating system or permit it to remain as is. [f the XP operating
system were allowed to remain as is, applications that would previously have been part of the
applications company would be part of the operating system company. Howcever, significant
applications—pnncipally, Microsoft Office—still remain separate from the operating system.

The alternative to a vertical approach is what we term a “hybnd” structural remedy,
which combines both vertical and horizontal elements. A purely horizontal divestiture would
divide Microsoit into several vertically integrated companies, each with full rights to Microsoft’s
intellectual property, creating several sellers of Windows as well as Microsoft’s other software
products. This remedy arguably gocs beyond what is necessary or could be justified as matter of
law, since it divides up products that were not the subject of the case.

A number o commentators, including Dr. Lenard, have proposcd a “hybrid” remedy,
which has elements of both vertical and horizontal divestiture.*® It goes a step beyond the
vertical divestiture remedy that the District Court adopted by first separating the operating
systems company from the applications company and then creating three cquivalent operating

system companies.

* See Thomas M. Lenard, Creating Competition in the Market for Operating Systems. A Structural Remedy for

Microsoft, ( Washington: Progress & Freedom Foundation, 2000) http://www pff.org/remedies/htin; Remedies Bricl
of Amici Curiae Robert E. Litan et al., 2000; Thomas M. Lenard, * Creating Competition in the Market for
Operating Systems: Alternative Structural Remedies in the Microsoft Case,” George Mason Law Review, Vol. 9.,
Spring 2001.
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Microsoft’s bundling of more applications functionality into the new XP operating
system strengthens the arguments for the hybnd remedy relative to other remedies. The PFJ (as
discussed above) does not contain any restrictions on bundling, which will hinder its
effectiveness dramatically. In addition,. as more applications are moved into the operating
system, the vertical divestiture becomes less able to restorc the competitive balance, because the
newly formed applications company would be a less powcrful competitor.

By creaung competing Windows‘compahies, the hybnd remedy directly addresses the
monopoly problem, which 1s the source of Microsoft’s anticompetitive behavior. As indicated
above, without the monopoly, Microsoft would never have been able to cxclude the Netscape
browser from the most effective means of distribution—OEMs and [APs. It would not, for
example, have been able to get the OEMs to refrain from pre-installing the Netscape browser as
a condition for receiving a Windows license. Sifnilarly, Microsoft would not have been able to
cxtinguish the market for a competing browser by bundling the Windows operating system with
[E. Microsoft would not have been ablc to do these things—which are at the core of the Appeals
Court’s hability finding—because the OEMs“ and the IAPs would have had competitive
alternatives to which they could turn.’

The hybrid remedy would eliminate 'the applications barrier to entry for the new
Windows companies and deprive Microsoft of its ability to leverage its desktop monopoly into
new markets. Because it really does restorc competition, extensive behavioral restrictions are
not requircd, making this the least regulatory of the available altematives.

The hybrid remedy is to a significant extent an “intellectual property” remedy, requiring
Microsoft to grant full intellectual property rights to its Windows Operating System to two new

companies. This type ol remedy is particularly suited to “new-economy”™ companies like
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Microsoft, whosc assets consist primarily of - informational capital, which can easily bc
replicated.*” The rationale for going further and dividing up employees is that much of the
intellectual property is embodied in the employees.*® In contrast to traditional “old-economy”
companies, however, there is very little physical capital to be divided up.

This factor should alleviate some of the concerns ¢xpressed in the Appeals Court opinion
about the use of a structural remedy in the case of a “unitary company”—i.e., a company not
formed by mergers and acquisitions.49 Such cénccms have more validity in the case of old-
economy companies, because of the difficulty c;f dividing up physical capital. What is being
proposed in the hybrid remedy is much closer t6 a rcprodﬁction than it is to a division of the
company’s assets. When thosc assets-consist -prir’harily of information, they can be reproduced at
very low cost.

B. The Litigating States Proposal

We believe a structural remedy continues fo offer the best hope of deterring Microsoft’s
anticompetitive behavior in a way that is not overly regulatory. If, however, a structural remedy
is off the table, the conduct remedy proposed by the Litipating States (LS) is far better than the
PFJ. The LS Proposal does not comain the obvious loophOics and exceptions that are pervasive
in the PFJ. Moreover, the LS Proposal includes :::1 number of provisions that can partially restore
competition to what it might have been absent the anticompetitive behavior. Because it will
change the behavior of the participants in the mfajrke,t, the LS Proposal provides a serious remedy

to Microsoft’s olfenses. Some of the attractive features of the LS proposal are as follows:

‘7 Remedies Brief of Amici Curiae Robert E. Litan et al,, 2000.

** Thomas M. Lenard, Creating Competition in the Market for Operating Systems: 4 Structural Remedy for
Microsofi,(Washington,: Progress & Freedom Foundation, 2000) http://www pff.org/cemedies/hun.

253 F3dat 103. '
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e In contrast to the PFJ, the LS Proposal contains prohibitions on exclusionary and
retaliatory behavior that are clear and unambiguous and mean what they purport to mean.
In general, they provide mcariingful protection against retaliation for the development
and distribution of non-Microsoft softwarg;

o The LS Proposal would require Microsoft to license an unbundled version of its software.
As discussed above, the bundl.ing of applications together with the monopoly operating
system makes it uneconomic in most cases to develop and distribute software that
competes with Microsoft. This requirement would address that problem and create an
environment in which rival software can be develJoped.

o The LS Proposal would require Microsoﬁ to license: its softwarc to third partics (not just
OI'Ms) who could produce a customized product that would enlarge the ranpe of
consumer choice and provide competition for Microsoft.

e The proposal also would require Microsofi to-continue to license predecessor versions of
Windows. This would permit OEMs to expand the range of consumer choice by
providing a lower-priced operating-system product that might be perlectly satisfactory for
ah@emmmmofMﬂ&Inw&mmﬁthMputhEMsmdmkdmnwsmummme
to develop a differentiated product that might be competitive with Microsoft.

» ‘The 1.8 Proposal would require Microsoft to make IE available on an open-source basis,
and would require Microsoft to distribute Java, thereby partially reversing some of the
ctfects of Microsoft’s 1llegal activities

¢ Finally, the LS Proposal would require Microsoft “to auction to a third party the right to
port Microsoft Office to competing Qperat‘ing systems.”  This would reduce the

applications barrier to entry for a competing operating system, such as Linux.
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All of these aspects of the LS Proposal would add significantly to the probability that the
remedy in this case would actually have the desired effect of increasing competition in one or

morce of the relevant product markets.

V. Conclusion

The PFJ is not an adequate remedy and its adoption is not in the public interest. It will
not deter Microsoft from engaging in anticompetitive ’ activities and it will not restore
competition in this cxtremely important sector of the economy. Moreover, the CIS that the
povernment has prepared docs not provide the information necessary for the District Court to
determinc that the PFJ is in the public interest.

In order to generate the necessary information for such a determination, the District Court
should hold an evidentiary hearing in which the competitive impacts, bencfits and costs of all the
available remedies are closely evaluated. In addition to the PFJ, the Court should consider
structural remedies—which appear to be justified under the criteria established by the Court of
Appeals—as well as the LS Proposal. We believe that at fhe end of this process, the court will
agree that the PFJ is not in the public interest and that the “hybrid” structural remecdy we

recommend best meets all the of the criteria governing the court’s deliberations in this matter.
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